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Smith (TX) Taylor (NC) Watkins (OK)
Smith (WA) Terry Watts (OK)
Snyder Thomas Weldon (FL)
Souder Thornberry Weldon (PA)
Spratt Thune Weller
Stearns Tiahrt Wexler
Stenholm Tiberi Whitfield
Stump Toomey Wicker
Sununu Traficant Wilson
Sweeney Upton Wolf
Tancredo Vitter Wu
Tanner Walden Young (FL)
Tauzin Walsh
Taylor (MS) Wamp
NAYS—168
Abercrombie Gutierrez Napolitano
Ackerman Harman Neal
Allen Hastings (FL) Oberstar
Andrews Hill Obey
Baca Hilliard Olver
Baldacci Hinchey Otter
Baldwin Hinojosa Owens
Barcia Hoeffel Pallone
Barrett Holden Pascrell
Becerra Holt Pastor
Berkley Honda Paul
Berman Hooley Payne
Bishop Hoyer Pelosi
Blagojevich Inslee Peterson (MN)
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Rahall
Bonior Jackson-Lee Rangel
Borski (TX) Rivers
Boucher Jefferson Rodriguez
Brady (PA) Johnson, E. B. Roemer
Brown (FL) Jones (OH) Rothman
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Capps Kennedy (RI) Rush
Capuano Kildee Sabo
Cardin Kilpatrick Sanchez
Carson (IN) Kind (WI) Sanders
Clay Kleczka Sandlin
Clayton Kucinich Sawyer
Condit Lampson Schakowsky
Conyers Lantos Schiff
Coyne Larson (CT) Scott
Crowley Lee Serrano
Cummings Levin Sherman
Davis (CA) Lewis (GA) Skelton
Davis (FL) Lofgren Slaughter
Davis (IL) Lowey Solis
DeFazio Lynch Stark
DeGette Markey Strickland
Delahunt Mascara Stupak
DeLauro Matsui Tauscher
Deutsch McCarthy (MO) Thompson (CA)
Dicks McCarthy (NY) Thompson (MS)
Dingell McCollum Thurman
Doggett McDermott Tierney
Dooley McGovern Towns
Doyle McKinney Turner
Edwards McNulty Udall (CO)
Engel Meehan Udall (NM)
Eshoo Meeks (NY) Velazquez
Evans Menendez Visclosky
Farr Millender- Waters
Fattah McDonald Watson (CA)
Filner Miller, George Watt (NC)
Ford Mink Waxman
Frank Mollohan Weiner
Frost Moore Woolsey
Gephardt Murtha Wynn
Gonzalez Nadler
NOT VOTING—9
Brown (SC) Hostettler Quinn
Clyburn Kirk Roukema
Cubin Meek (FL) Young (AK)
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Mr. CROWLEY changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. ISRAEL changed his vote from
unayw to uyea.aa

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 478 | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
vote 478, I would have voted ‘“‘yea.”
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3008 and that, as a matter of
notice, H.R. 3129 will reappear on the
floor under a rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

————

BIPARTISAN TRADE PROMOTION
AUTHORITY ACT OF 2001

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 306 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 306

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3005) to extend trade
authorities procedures with respect to recip-
rocal trade agreements. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Ways and Means now printed in the bill,
modified by the amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, shall be considered
as adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill, as amend-
ed, to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except: (1) one hour of debate on the
bill, as amended, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means; and (2) one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time is yielded for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 306 is
a closed rule providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 3005, the Bipartisan Trade
Promotion Authority Act of 2001, with
an hour of debate in the House equally
divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill.

Additionally, the rule provides that
the amendment recommended by the
Committee on Ways and Means now
printed in the rule, modified by the
amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying
this resolution, shall be considered as
adopted.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Before I begin, there are many people
responsible for this bipartisan com-
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promise legislation on the floor today.
The leadership of this House has been
remarkable in educating Members and
in reaching out to address their con-
cerns. The gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) have
been the driving force behind free
trade; and I thank them and our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLEY), the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. TANNER),
for their diligence and their persever-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, there was a time when
this country could boast that we were
the world leader in shaping the rules
for international trade, globalization
and open markets. Sadly, this is no
longer the case.

There are more than 130 regional
trade agreements in force today, but
only three including the United States.
To our south, Mexico has trade deals in
at least 28 countries, while across the
ocean, the European Union has trade
agreements with 27 other countries.

In 1999 one-third of the world exports
were covered by EU agreements. Only
one-tenth of the world exports were
covered by U.S. agreements, sending
dollars and jobs to competitors that
should have been in the United States.

We are the most competitive Nation
in the world, yet we rank 26th in the
world in bilateral investment treaties.

We have nearly completed the first
year of the 21st century, the new mil-
lennium; yet America’s trade agenda is
still puttering along in a slow lane
while our trade partners around the
globe speed past us, and every day we
get left behind, and our economy and
our families are hurt even more.

Each day that America delays, other
countries throughout the world are en-
tering into trade agreements without
us, gradually surrounding the United
States with a network of trade agree-
ments that benefit their workers, their
farmers, their businesses and their
economies at the expense of us. In
short, our trading partners are writing
the rules of world trade without us.

How important is this to American
jobs and the American economy?

In my State, international trade is a
primary generator of business and job
growth. In the Buffalo area, the high-
est manufacturing employment sectors
are also among the State’s top mer-
chandise export industries, including
electronics, fabricated metals, indus-
trial machinery, transportation equip-
ment and food products. Consequently,
as exports increase, employment in
these sectors will also increase.

From family farms to the high-tech
start-ups to established businesses and
manufacturers, increasing free and fair
trade will keep our economy going and
create jobs in our community.

With America at war, now may seem
like the time for our country to close
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its borders and discourage global inter-
action. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

Never has it been more apparent that
we need to enhance and strengthen
friendships around the world, and what
better way to build coalitions than
with free trade.

In the 1960 Democratic platform,
President Kennedy put it best in the
following message that is relevant both
then as it is now. World trade is more
than ever essential to world peace. We
must therefore resist the temptation to
accept remedies that deny American
producers and consumers access to
world markets and destroy the pros-
perity of our friends in the non-Com-
munist world.

We can neither deny nor ignore the
correlation between peace and free
trade.

Not only does the war on terrorism
influence the need for free trade, but
the anticipated economic opportunities
for American workers, farmers and
companies will provide a much needed
boost to our uncertain economy.

Just look at the facts. One in 10
Americans, nearly 12 million people,
work at jobs that depend on exports of
goods and services. American farmers
exported $51 billion in agricultural
products and crops last year that sup-
ported 750,000 jobs.

In New York alone, my home State,
the number of companies exported in-
creased 61 percent from 1992 to 1998.
Currently, the wages of New York
workers in jobs supported by exports
are 13 to 18 percent higher than the na-
tional average. The imports provide
consumers and businesses in New York
with wider choice in the marketplace,
thereby enhancing living standards and
contributing to competitiveness.

The world is not waiting while the
United States putters along. Trade
Promotion Authority offers the best
chance for the United States to reclaim
leadership in opening foreign markets,
expanding global economic opportuni-
ties for American producers and work-
ers, and developing the virtues of de-
mocracy around the world.

The President has said open trade is
not just an economic opportunity, it is
a moral imperative. The prosperity and
integrity of global democracy is at
stake, and it is incumbent upon us to
pull into the fast lane in order to reap
the benefits of free trade.

What we ask for today is nothing
new. Until its expiration in 1994, every
President from Richard Nixon through
Bill Clinton has enjoyed the right of
Trade Promotion Authority. This
President deserves the same right.

I strongly urge my colleagues to do
the right thing for America. Support
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS), my

Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

good friend, for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, at the risk of being the
House contrarian this morning, I again
rise in strong opposition to this unfair
rule and equally strong opposition to
the underlying bill.

At the outset, let me explain the pro-
cedural problems with this rule that
was reported late last night. Recently,
we have heard so much about the new
spirit of bipartisanship that is flow-
ering throughout D.C. Unfortunately,
the majority members of the House
Committee on Rules must not have
gotten this memo.

Mr. Speaker, I remember well the
times that Republican after Republican
came to this floor to decry so-called
unfair, heavy-handed tactics that my
party used when we held the majority
in this Chamber. At that time, Repub-
licans were outraged and incredulous
each time an important bill came to
the House floor under a closed rule
which prohibited serious debate.

This is the exact rule that the Repub-
licans would like us to work under
today. So I say to my Republican col-
leagues, where is the outrage? Where is
the disdain? My guess is that the dis-
dain and outrage are packed and ready
to go on 4 o’clock planes that they are
trying to catch today. What other rea-
son could there be for closing off such
important debate?

Let there be no mistake, Mr. Speak-
er. The bill that we consider today will
have profound and long lasting effects
on every State in this great country
and on citizens throughout the world,
and instead of allowing a fair and open
debate, the majority is trying to
squelch the voices that they wish not
to hear.

No amendments or substitute are
permitted to this bill. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), one of
the most respected and distinguished
Members of this body, a Member who
has served nearly 27 years on the House
Committee on Ways and Means, who
knows as much about trade as anybody
in the House of Representatives, will
not be permitted to offer an amend-
ment or substitute to this bill. Frank-
ly, this is not simply unfair; it is offen-
sive.

Moreover, there were a number of
other Members who came to the Com-
mittee on Rules late last night to ask
that their amendments be permitted to
be offered. They were all denied their
request.

What are Americans being denied the
right to hear about? One example, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU), our
thoughtful colleague, would have liked
to offer an amendment making human
rights considerations a principal objec-
tive of our trade compacts. If this rule
passes, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. Wu) will not be able to offer his
commonsense amendment.

Another example, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS) had sen-
sible amendments related to some of
our neediest trading partners in Africa.
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Like the Wu and Rangel amendment,
the American people will be denied the
right to hear the gentlewoman from
California’s amendment.

How the majority is not embarrassed
to bring such a rule to the House floor
is simply beyond my comprehension.

Setting aside for a moment the gross
problem with this rule, there are sig-
nificant concerns related to the under-
lying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed that
the Trade Promotion Authority, for-
merly Fast Track, legislation com-
pletely ignores the legitimate concerns
many people have raised about the neg-
ative impact of current trade policies
on working families, the environment,
family farmers, consumers, small- and
mid-sized businesses, people of color
and women here in the United States
and around the world.

At a time when more than 700,000 lay-
offs have been announced since Sep-
tember 11, more than 2 million Ameri-
cans have lost their jobs this year; and
on the heels of the largest bankruptcy
filing in the history of our country,
where thousands more will soon receive
a pink slip, the other side of the aisle
is coming to the floor today to lay the
foundation for the loss of hundreds of
thousands of jobs by more Americans
in the immediate future.

To top it off, just a short while ago
this body reauthorized funding for
trade adjustment assistance in antici-
pation of imminent job losses from fu-
ture trade agreements.
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Talk about a self-fulfilling prophecy.

You see, Mr. Speaker, today we are
not voting on one trade agreement
versus another. Rather, we are voting
on giving the President open-ended au-
thority to go ahead and commit the
United States to trade agreements
without allowing Congress substantive
consultation on the specifics of the
agreement. To provide this open-ended
authority to the President without re-
quiring that environmental and labor
standards be included in any trade
agreement is nothing short of ham-
mering another nail in the coffin of
hundreds of American industries na-
tionwide.

I support free trade. I was told last
night in the Committee on Rules meet-
ing that the manager’s amendment will
protect agriculture; that it will protect
sugar in my State. Well, it did not. I
have in the past, and will again, sup-
port free trade. However, any free trade
agreement must be a fair trade agree-
ment.

It is outrageous to expect the American agri-
cultural industry to compete with South Amer-
ican, Central American, or Asian agricultural
industries who are not required to pay their
workers a minimum living wage and are not
held to the same environmental standards as
farmers here in the U.S.

Don't believe me? Look at what NAFTA did
to my home state of Florida, specifically the
agriculture industry. From citrus to sugar and
from rice to tomatoes, Florida’s agricultural in-
dustry has lost thousands of jobs as a direct
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result of NAFTA. While Mexican farmers have
profited, companies have closed and Florida
no longer have jobs.

The President has made it no secret that
the first thing he will do with fast track author-
ity is to move forward with the Free Trade
Area of the Americas agreement. The FTAA
agreement, as currently written, could result in
Florida’s citrus and sugar industries, along
with fruit and vegetable industries nationwide,
ceasing to exist. South American farmers who
pay their workers pennies and do nothing to
preserve the land they grow or the environ-
ment they pillage, could wipe out the U.S. ag-
riculture industry before we know what hit us.

As | mentioned at the outset and for the
reasons just explained, | oppose adoption of
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules, and an archi-
tect of this important legislation.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule. This is a
fair rule. Yes, it is a closed rule, but
this rule is about procedure. My col-
leagues are either for granting the
President Trade Promotion Authority
or they are against granting the Presi-
dent Trade Promotion Authority. So I
do not know what all this argument is
about all these other issues.

Yes, we have worked long and hard to
fashion a package. The gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS), the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
and a wide range of people on both
sides of the aisle have worked on this
issue, and now we have come down to
the point where Members of Congress
will have to make a choice. They will
either vote ‘‘yes’ to give the President
authority or they will vote ‘‘no,” and
that is what this rule provides us with
the opportunity to do.

It is very fair, it is very balanced,
and it is, quite frankly, the way rules
that have addressed trade issues in the
past have been addressed. So this is
nothing new. When our friends on the
other side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker,
were in the majority, this is exactly
the way they moved the rules dealing
with trade issues. And so we have
learned from you all so well. So we are
following your model to a T here, and
thank you very much for setting the
example for us.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that last
week we learned with absolute cer-
tainty that our economy is faced with
economic recession. It is a great dif-
ficult time for many of us. Many of our
fellow Americans have been laid off.
There is a great deal of suffering tak-
ing place. We are all aware of that, and
we know it was dramatically exacer-
bated following September 11. What we
are about to do, Mr. Speaker, I believe,
may be one of the most important
things that can help us turn the corner
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for those Americans who are suffering
today.

What is it that trade agreements
mean for America? They will provide
and have traditionally provided tar-
geted tax relief to America’s working
families by giving them access to high-
quality products at low prices. They
create better, higher-paying jobs by
prying open new markets for America’s
world-class goods and services around
the world. And we know that those in-
volved in the area of exports tradition-
ally earn between 13 and 18 percent
higher income levels than those goods
that are produced simply for domestic
consumption here in the United States.
So by prying open new markets, we
create opportunities for higher wage
rates for American workers.

They also provide that very impor-
tant and powerful link between nations
who want to participate peacefully in
the global marketplace. And, Mr.
Speaker, I believe that every shred of
empirical evidence that we have leads
us to conclude that American exports
and American trade provide us the op-
portunity to do one of the most impor-
tant things that we can, and that is ex-
port our western values throughout the
world.

We know that as we deal with this
challenging war against terrorism, try-
ing to expand economic opportunity so
that people have choices will go a long
way towards dealing with this issue.
The global leadership role that the
President has played, especially since
September 11, has been heralded by
Democrats and Republicans alike. And
I believe that this tool which we are on
the verge of giving him will be able to
g0 a long way towards effectively deal-
ing with this issue.

This is a positive, very positive rule.
It is a good bill. My colleagues should
join in strong support of it, and I thank
my colleague for yielding me this time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), the dean
of the New York delegation and a 27-
year-member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I take
the floor in opposition to the rule. And
I regret that the distinguished chair-
man of the committee has left the
floor, because I do believe that, being
in the minority, that the Committee
on Rules has been extremely fair in
giving Democrats an opportunity, not
to pass anything and not to get any
votes from them, but at least to give us
the opportunity as the minority to
have our views heard.

This bill has been called a bipartisan
bill. And you can call it bipartisan all
day and all night, this year and next
year, but you can put wings on a pig
and he cannot fly. This is not a bipar-
tisan bill. Bipartisan means, to the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, walking down the hall with
RANGEL and giving him an opportunity
to talk about trade. If I miss that, then
I miss the bipartisanship.
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This was never discussed in the sub-
committee, it never was discussed in
the full committee, never discussed
with Democrats, but there were meet-
ings with two Democrats with the
chairman. And he concluded after
those conversations that ended com-
promise, that ended discussion, and
that was the end product.

Now, we are used to that on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, because my
chairman truly believes that he was
violated by former chairman Dan Ros-
tenkowski, and he is going to spend the
rest of his legislative career making us
pay for it. That is okay. We all under-
stand that and we will work with it.
But we always thought the Committee
on Rules was different. We always
thought the Committee on Rules knew
that they were in the majority, the Re-
publicans; they had the votes, so they
at least would let us have an oppor-
tunity to express ourselves.

We know that we have the constitu-
tional responsibility to deal in trade,
but we know it is the President, like
the head of any State, that has the re-
sponsibility to do it. But when you del-
egate your responsibility, there should
be some checks, there should be some
balances, there should be some credi-
bility as to what you are doing.

We know Republicans are concerned
about labor standards. They do not
support slave labor and child labor.
They would like people to organize. We
believe that we would not want for-
eigners to have a better opportunity in
investment than Americans. We be-
lieve Republicans truly believe that
the Congress should not just be con-
sulted but should protect its constitu-
tional right to make certain that for-
eign organizations do not destroy the
laws that we have.

But just to be so afraid that we will
be heard because you do not have the
votes or you have not bought enough
votes or you do not have enough vehi-
cles to talk about what you are going
to give in some other field that you do
not even give us a chance to tell you
that we believe let us have TPA, let us
have fast track, but we think there is a
better way to do it.

Why would you not give the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) an
opportunity to show you what we have
worked on? Is he someone that is a pro-
tectionist; someone that stood up to
the United Auto Workers in Detroit;
someone that we would not have had a
bill with China had he not worked with
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER)? You know it and I know it.

What about the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI)? He worked so hard
for NAFTA, the North American Free
Trade Agreement. Who can deny that
this man has dedicated his life to free
trade?

What about the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT)? He will
not be able to be heard on the bill that
we crafted; someone that opened the
doors for trade with sub-Saharan Afri-
ca?
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Are you so afraid of another view, are
you so frightened that we will be heard
and that you would lose some of the
votes?

And then this terrorism thing. How
dare people say that we are not fight-
ing the war against terrorism because
we do not do what the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS) says that we
should do. Fighting the war against
terrorism, the President says, requires
a bipartisan approach. It means that it
is not chairmen who run and rule; it is
bipartisanship, Democrats and Repub-
licans working together, working their
will, and presenting something to us.

But I tell you this: If you really be-
lieve that doing the right thing with
unemployment compensation and
doing the right thing with health,
when you have not done the right thing
all year, that you are going to pick up
some votes in doing it, and for those
people who do not like the bill but are
concerned about the crises and the
hardships of people who have lost their
jobs, and they are going to take a
promise from the majority to trust
them, vote for this bill and they will do
the right thing for health insurance, if
you believe that, I have a great bridge
in Brooklyn I would like to discuss
with you.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
comment that listening to the com-
ments of the dean of the delegation
from New York, and listening to his re-
marks as the ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, rank-
ing minority member, there are a lot of
views to life. I have this glass of water.
Some would say that it is half empty.
I prefer to look at it as half full.

I do not know that any of us totally
have an exact definition of what bipar-
tisanship is. This is an up-or-down
vote. This is not a Republican or a
Democrat issue. We are either for free
and fair trade and giving the President
the authority to enter bilateral agree-
ments or we are not. That is what that
rule is about, to bring the bill to the
floor and vote it up or down.

I look at it as bipartisanship, the
same way I look at this half full glass
of water that is on this table. There are
six sponsors, three Democrats, three
Republicans. About as bipartisan as I
have seen anything be around here,
with the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOOLEY),
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
JEFFERSON), and the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER).

I hope that the Members, as they
come and listen to this debate and as
they cast their vote, will see that it is,
once and for all, a simple rule that
gives us the opportunity to vote for a
decision to give the promotion author-
ity to the President and have free and
fair trade or we do not.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
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BALART), a member of the Committee
on Rules.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend from New York for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a crucial mo-
ment, a crossroad for democracy in the
Western Hemisphere. I recognize that
there are legitimate concerns anytime
Congress cedes authority granted to it
by the Constitution. I, in fact, opposed
granting President Clinton this author-
ity. I did not trust him. But I trust
President Bush. I voted last night in
the House Committee on Rules to
grant the President Trade Promotion
Authority, and I will do so today as
well on the House floor.

We have a unique opportunity to
strengthen democracy in the Western
Hemisphere. Nations in this hemi-
sphere are facing numerous challenges
that threaten their fledgling democ-
racies, including narco-trafficking and
terrorism. One of the surest ways to
support democracy in our hemisphere
is by facilitating the emergence of a
common market of the Americas, the
free trade area of the Americas, the
FTAA. 1 strongly support free trade
among free peoples; free trade among
free peoples is good economically and
it is ethical.

An FTAA that incorporates a strong,
enforceable democracy requirement is
the best hope for protecting unstable
democracies and for exporting it to
where tyranny now reins.

The European Community, now the
European Union, insisted on democracy
as a requirement for membership, and
that contributed directly and effec-
tively to the democratization of Spain
and Portugal after the deaths of dic-
tators Francisco Franco and Antonio
de Oliveira Salazar in the decade of the
1970s.

The Declaration of Quebec City of
April 2001, from the most recent Sum-
mit of the Americas, the process, Mr.
Speaker, leading to the FTAA, made a
similar commitment to democracy:
The maintenance and strengthening of
the rule of law and strict respect for
the democratic system are, at the same
time, a goal and a shared commitment
and are an essential condition of our
presence at this and future summits,
all of the democratically elected heads
of State in the hemisphere stated in
April in Quebec. Consequently, disrup-
tion of the democratic order in a state
of the Hemisphere constitutes an insur-
mountable obstacle to the participa-
tion of that state’s government in the
Summit of the Americas process.”
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The Summit of the Americas process
is clearly headed in the right direction,
but strong leadership by the United
States is needed to make democracy in
the entire hemisphere a permanent re-
ality. Without Trade Promotion Au-
thority, President Bush would not be
able to achieve an FTAA with a strong
democracy requirement. Accordingly,
it is crucial that we pass Trade Pro-
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motion Authority for the President
today.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I remind the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) that
certainly he remembers after NAFTA
we lost considerable jobs in the State
of Florida; and with the Free Trade
Area of the Americas agreement, the
likelihood is that can occur again.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the notion
that the U.S. has been standing still in
trade is nonsense. Africa, CBI, Jordan,
China, NTR, Cambodia, in the last few
years, indeed, globalization is here to
stay. The main issue today is not free
trade versus protectionism. That is an
old label for a new bottle of issues.

This is primarily a debate among
supporters of expanding trade, whether
to shape trade policy to maximize its
benefits and minimize its losses. Sup-
porters of the Thomas bill believe no.
Essentially more trade is always better
whatever the term, so they are com-
fortable with providing vague negoti-
ating objectives, running away from
issues like labor and the environment
and leaving Congress in essentially the
role of a consultant.

This is not time for a one-dimen-
sional approach. It is a new world, new
nations, expanding issues. For exam-
ple, on core labor standards, the Ran-
gel approach is clear and effective, a
principal negotiating objective, in-
creasingly enforcing ILO core labor
standards. Thomas, each nation is es-
sentially left on its own no matter how
inadequate its laws. And the manager’s
amendment that was suddenly intro-
duced last night only makes it worse,
leaving a weak provision essentially
powerless in its enforcement.

On investment, the Rangel bill is
clear and unambiguous. No greater
rights for foreign investors. The Thom-
as bill dances around this issue.

Then on the role of Congress, those of
us who see the need to shape trade
want to ensure an active and ongoing
role for Congress. This is a necessary
corollary of the fact that trade is more
important than ever. The Thomas bill
only enhances the role of Congress as a
consultant, tracking the Archer-Crane
language of 3 years ago.

The manager’s amendment tried to
beef this up by saying any Member can
put forth a resolution to withdraw Fast
Track; but it only reaches the floor if
it goes through the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on
Rules.

In this and so many other ways, the
Thomas bill sometimes talks the talk,
but does not walk the walk. We can
and must do better: expand and shape
trade. Fast Track authority is a major
delegation of authority. We should do
it the right way. Thomas does not do
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so. Rangel does. Vote ‘‘yes’ on Rangel
and vote ‘“‘no’ on Thomas.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. KELLER).

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Bipar-
tisan Trade Promotion Authority Act,
and this is why: 95 percent of the
world’s population is outside of the
United States. It is critical that we
give the President the tools he needs to
open up markets all across the world
for our goods and services. By increas-
ing America’s export markets, we will
increase the number of high-paying
high-tech jobs in the United States.

A good example of that is the
Recoton Corporation in central Flor-
ida, which is the Nation’s largest con-
sumer electronics manufacturer in the
area of car stereo speakers. Recoton’s
president, Mr. Bob Borchardt, is also
the chairman of the Electronics Indus-
try Alliance.

Mr. Borchardt tells me that only 10
percent of his company’s sales are out-
side of North America, and that pass-
ing Trade Promotion Authority will
help open up foreign markets and will
result in his company creating many
new jobs in central Florida.

Mr. Speaker, now is not the time to
isolate America. Let us pass TPA and
give our economy a much-needed boost.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3%2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I rise today as
a former technology and trade attor-
ney. I have negotiated international
trade agreements. I am in favor of
international trade, and we do need to
build a stable consensus in favor of
international trade. But from my per-
sonal experience, I know that there are
winners and there are losers in trade;
and we must work to ensure, to ensure,
that this rising tide of international
trade truly lifts all boats instead of
leaving some behind. This requires
meaningful protection of the environ-
ment, of labor rights, and most impor-
tantly to me, of human rights. This
bill, the Thomas bill, does not do so. I
reluctantly oppose the bill.

Mr. Speaker, we proposed amend-
ments to improve this bill last night.
They were all rejected by the Com-
mittee on Rules. Therefore, I strongly
oppose the rule under which this bill is
considered.

With respect to the environment, I
call Members’ attention to page 18, sec-
tion 2(b)(11)(B) of this bill. It con-
stitutes a huge loophole. This bill is
literally a Trojan horse with respect to
the environment. There is no meaning-
ful protection for the environment in
this bill. The manager’s amendment
exacerbates this problem, and I quote
from the manager’s amendments, ‘“No
retaliation may be authorized based on
labor standards and levels of environ-
mental protection.” I think the lan-
guage speaks for itself. This bill is a
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Trojan horse with respect to the envi-
ronment.

With respect to some other basic
rights, such as Americans knowing
what they eat, I call Members’ atten-
tion to page 14, section 2(b)(10)(viii)(II).
This takes away our right to know
what we eat. The amendment that the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
BONO) passed earlier this year would be
eviscerated by this particular provi-
sion. The chairman would undoubtedly
say it would be based on good science.
I think this would be the kind of
science that we get from the cigarette
companies who have yet to find a real
scientific link between cancer and
smoking.

Finally, my core issue of human
rights. Who will speak for those who
are in jail or who are intimidated into
silence if we do not? There are tem-
porary trade advantages in suppressing
human rights. Mussolini made the
trains run on time, and making the
trains run on time can temporarily
benefit an economy. But in the long
term, democracy and human rights are
both good for individuals and they are
good for business because complex soci-
eties, it is like geology when tectonic
plates come against each other: that
energy can be released in little earth-
quakes that are barely felt. We call
those elections. Or we can permit those
plates to lock up and have cataclysmic
earthquakes. We call those revolutions.
Revolutions are always bad for busi-
ness.

Good human rights is good business
for the long term, but there are tem-
porary advantages to be had by the
suppression of human rights. When we
have a bill which promotes trade and
protects human rights, I will support
that bill. That day is not today.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT), who has worked
diligently to help make this legislation
come before the House.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule on H.R. 3005 to
grant Trade Promotion Authority. Few
are the occasions on which Members of
this body have the opportunity to
shape the course of our long-term eco-
nomic future as we have on this TPA
vote today.

Without TPA, America will be forced
onto the sidelines, watching as other
nations form agreements which shut
our products and services out of the
most promising new markets. Without
TPA, America will see its role as world
leader transformed into world follower.
Even our most innovative and success-
ful companies will find themselves
making a back seat to foreign competi-
tors.

What is at stake here are the lives
and livelihoods of current and future
generations of American workers.
Their productivity and creativity are
second to none, and yet second to all
this is what we will be if we tie the
hands of our President. Let us untie
the hands of the President, allowing
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his negotiators to bring home the best
deals for America. I urge Members to
support the rule and TPA.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, this is
a very critical issue. We are arguing
the rule. I want both sides to know
these are the rules of the Constitution
of the United States. Article 1 section
8 is very clear. In the last 20 years this
Congress has given up its powers to the
executive branch of government. We
have had folks on the other side talk
about it. It is very clear what article 1
section 8 says about what our respon-
sibilities are.

In the movie ‘“Thelma and Louise,”
Thelma turns to Louise and says,
“Don’t settle.” We are settling here.
We are settling for an erosion not only
of the Constitution of the United
States, an erosion of labor rights, an
erosion of environmental security, an
erosion of our trade imbalance which
has risen to $435 billion, a $62 billion
erosion according to NAFTA itself. We
are making a big mistake if we vote
‘‘yes.”

This is not a question of to trade or
not to trade; this is a question of hav-
ing the right rules at the right time. I
ask Members to read article 1 section 8.
Did constituents send Members here to
give up their responsibility to the
President of the United States on trade
issues? Then change the Constitution.
Change the Constitution is my rec-
ommendation if that is what Members
wish to do.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in listening to that de-
bate, I would just reflect that there
was a time when the Nation could
boast that we were the world leader in
shaping those rules for international
trade and globalization and open mar-
kets. Sadly, this is no longer the case.

In my opening remarks I also re-
flected that each President from Presi-
dent Nixon to President Clinton had
this authority, and that it was impor-
tant to look at giving our sitting Presi-
dent the same authority, for the simple
fact that while we would give the abil-
ity to negotiate, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) would
know full well that this Congress, and
future Congresses, under its authority
that would be given to the President,
would cast a vote for each and every
agreement as our Constitution pro-
tects, and any rules that may be there.
It is clear that this Congress will ratify
any of those agreements. The author-
ity would allow the President to enter
into those bilateral agreements.

Mr. Speaker, we are behind. There
are 130 regional trade agreements in
force today with only three in the
United States. Mexico has 28. The Eu-
ropean Union has 27 with other coun-
tries. It is important that we move for-
ward to protect our jobs and grow our
jobs and treat the opportunity of the
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global economy as the United States
marketplace.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE).
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Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentleman for his leader-
ship and for yielding me time, and rise
in strong support of the rule and of the
Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority
Act today.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the question
before this House, and, in many ways,
before America today, is who do you
trust? Do you trust the shuttered
version of America that says that we
will keep our own rules and we will
keep to ourselves and we will maintain
our place in the world, or do you trust
the American worker and do you trust
the American President at such a time
as this?

Well, I stand today to say that I trust
the American worker. The great Amer-
ican companies, large and small, when
given an opportunity to compete in the
world, not only, Mr. Speaker, do we
compete, but we win, and we win con-
sistently.

We know in Indiana that trade means
jobs, $1.5 billion from this relatively
small midwestern State in agricultural
goods alone last year, supporting 24,000
jobs on and off the farm. And it is not
only good for big business, as some on
the other side might say. Ninety per-
cent of exports in this country come
from companies with less than 500 em-
ployees, and for every $1 billion in in-
creased exports, Mr. Speaker, we create
20,000 new jobs here in America that
pay an average of 17 percent more than
similar jobs in the domestic economy.

I trust the American worker to com-
pete and to win. But I also rise today
to say that I trust the President. Along
with more than 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people today, I trust President
George W. Bush to put America’s inter-
ests first in the world, to put American
jobs, to put America’s security, to put
American agriculture, manufacturing,
steel, all of the rest on the inter-
national negotiating table first.

I believe this President, particularly
this fall, has earned our trust and
earned our respect, and I urge all of my
colleagues, trust the American worker,
trust the American President; vote yes
on the rule and the bipartisan Trade
Promotion Authority.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 15 seconds to
remind the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE) that American workers
cannot buy food with trust and cannot
pay mortgages with trust. Certainly
none of us distrust the President. I
trust the American worker, but the
American worker has a problem having
jobs under the lack of consultation
that we provide here.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished ranking member, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), a
person that has done an outstanding
job not only on trade, but on the Com-
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mittee on Rules, in trying to provide
fair and open rules for all the Members
of this body.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, since September 11, the
world has watched this Nation, from
the President and the Congress to the
U.S. military abroad and the American
people here at home, pull together to
wage war on terrorism.

Unfortunately, America’s desperately
needed economic recovery has been a
different matter. Our economy has
been in recession since March, long be-
fore September 11, according to the ex-
perts. Millions and millions of people
are unemployed across the country. In
the past few months alone, hundreds of
thousands of hard-working Americans
have lost their jobs.

Meanwhile, just months after Repub-
licans passed budget-busting trillion
dollar tax breaks, the administration is
now admitting that the surplus it in-
herited is gone and America now faces
years of growing debt, threatening pri-
orities from Social Security and Medi-
care to homeland security and afford-
able health care.

How have Republican leaders re-
sponded to this problem? With billions
of dollars in tax breaks for big corpora-
tions, leaving just crumbs for laid-off
workers. And today, Mr. Speaker, Re-
publican leaders are using the House to
play politics for the 2002 elections. In-
stead of helping American workers, Re-
publican leaders are trying to help
their own fund-raising.

Do not take my word for it, Mr.
Speaker. The Chairman of the Repub-
lican Campaign Committee spelled it
out in the Washington Post a few days
ago. For Republican leaders, he said,
this Fast Track bill is about fund-rais-
ing. It does not matter, he bragged,
whether this bill passes or not. Just as
long as they can use it to help the Re-
publican fund-raising, then they will be
happy.

So Republican leaders have written a
Fast Track bill that shortchanges
working Americans from coast to
coast. They have written a bill that
does not protect the environment, and
they have written a bill that represents
a dereliction of duty by Congress, an
abdication of our responsibility to pro-
tect the people we represent on issues
from food safety to telecommuni-
cations.

Mr. Speaker, Democratic leaders on
trade fought valiantly for a bipartisan
approach that protects American work-
ers. The gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL), the ranking member of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN), the ranking member on the
Subcommittee on Trade, tried over and
over to work with Republican leaders,
but their overtures were rejected be-
cause Republican leaders wanted a po-
litical issue, not a bipartisan bill. And
when the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) wrote a Demo-
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cratic substitute, Republican leaders
refused to even let the House vote on
it. Thus, Mr. Speaker, did Republican
leaders drive a stake into any hope of
bipartisanship on trade. Indeed, there
should be no doubt about how we got to
this point. Republican political games-
manship has put Fast Track trade au-
thority in jeopardy.

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve better. Reject this rule and force
Republican leaders to sit down and
work with Democrats. That is the only
way Fast Track will ever get the broad
bipartisan support it needs, and it is
the only way we will ever achieve fair
and free trade that benefits American
workers.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CoOX).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New York for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule, because I support lower taxes on
working Americans. Tariffs are essen-
tially taxes that foreign countries im-
pose on our products. You pay them
whenever you pay taxes to support un-
employment benefits for American
workers, because foreign taxes that
discriminate against the United States’
goods put American workers out of
work.

Millions more Americans could go to
work in manufacturing and in services
if tariffs and trade barriers imposed by
foreign countries were reduced or
eliminated. Of course, America’s tariffs
on foreign goods and our trade barriers
on goods and services are essentially
zero on most of what we consume in
this country, so trade negotiations
aimed at reducing tariffs and trade bar-
riers work strongly in our favor. They
mean big gains for American con-
sumers and American workers.

There are many colleagues who have
concerns about how future trade agree-
ments will address issues such as sov-
ereignty, environmental and labor pro-
tections, dumping and other unfair
trade practices. But under this legisla-
tion, Congress will get to vote on any
final trade agreement before it would
become binding on the United States.

This legislation simply authorizes
President Bush to negotiate in Amer-
ica’s behalf, an authority that Con-
gress has granted to every President
from Nixon to Clinton.

Please vote ‘‘aye” on this rule to
bring Trade Promotion Authority to
the floor, so that we can give President
Bush and America a chance to cut for-
eign taxes and help American workers
and consumers.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1 minute
to my very good friend, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, Fast Track trade au-
thority is an extraordinary concession
of congressional authority in four crit-
ical areas to regulate and oversee the
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terms of trade. One vote, 62 pages, no
amendments, 2 hours of debate.

Now, if the United States had a suc-
cessful trade policy giving this Presi-
dent, or any President, a blank check
to perpetuate and expand NAFTA into
the FTAA and enhance the powers of
WTO, well, that might make some
sense. But the current system is failing
miserably. We are not talking about
that here on the floor today, are we?

Last year a record $435 billion trade
deficit, 4.5 percent of our GDP. Many
economists say that is unsustainable.
1994 to 2000, accelerated job loss due to
trade. The current system discrimi-
nates against American labor, reduces
living wages, safe working conditions,
eviscerates environmental protections
and consumer protections. But the gen-
tleman from New York would somehow
say it is necessary to compete in the
world economy.

President Clinton negotiated 300 sep-
arate trade agreements: two under
Fast Track trade authority, 298 with-
out it. And, unlike my colleague from
the other side who preceded me and
said he opposed this under the last
President but will vote for it now, I am
going to vote on policy and principle,
not politics and personalities. It was a
bad idea for President Clinton; it is a
bad idea for George Bush.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. KIRK).

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the rule and Trade
Promotion Authority. I wish that op-
ponents of free trade had as much faith
in our workers as our military. As our
forces fight and win in Afghanistan, op-
ponents of free trade say Americans
cannot win in business. Americans are
not losers. We are winners, and we need
only a chance to compete to win.

TPA will also lower international im-
port taxes on Americans. As we start
holiday shopping, we pay import taxes
on backpacks, shoes and other clothes
for the kids. TPA lowers these taxes,
and, in sum, will put $1,300 in the pock-
ets of American families.

If you like paying import taxes to
other countries, vote against free
trade. If you think Americans can com-
pete and win, support Trade Promotion
Authority for our President.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1 minute
to my very good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the former
Secretary of State of the State of Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my friend from Florida for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Speaker, 2 months ago Repub-
lican leadership and the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) promised
us if we voted for money for New York
City, then they would help unemployed
workers. They never did.

Then Republican leadership and the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
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AS) promised us if we bailed out the
airlines, then they would help unem-
ployed workers. But they never did.

Then Republican leadership and the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) promised if we passed the stimulus
package and gave huge tax cuts to the
biggest corporations in America, then
they would help unemployed workers.
But they never did.

Now the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS) and Republican leader-
ship are promising us if we vote for
Trade Promotion Authority, then they
will help unemployed workers.

Mr. Speaker, when will we ever
learn?

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. CHAMBLISS).

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this rule and in
support of the underlying bill, but I do
so only after a couple of concerns that
I have had with respect to our trade
policy in this country have been ad-
dressed. Those two concerns are trade
issues dealing with agriculture and
trade issues dealing with the textile in-
dustry.

American agriculture and the Amer-
ican textile industry have been the
whipping boys of previous trade agree-
ments. We have been in difficult times
in agriculture all across this country,
but I am very satisfied with the lan-
guage that has been put into this bill
with respect to American agriculture
and how our farmers are going to be
treated. That language says that the
House Committee on Agriculture and
the Senate Committee on Agriculture
are going to be direct participants in
the discussions about issues relating to
agriculture with respect to future
trade agreements under this Trade Pro-
motion Authority. That is the first
step in the right direction that we have
seen for American agriculture when it
comes to trade in decades.

With respect to the textile industry,
again, we have seen jobs moved to the
south, jobs that cannot be replaced in
the American workplace. We have
never had the issue of textiles ad-
dressed in our trade agreements in a
positive manner, but yesterday at a
meeting at the White House, the Presi-
dent made a personal commitment that
he is going to be sure that the textile
industry does get fair treatment in any
negotiated agreements from a trade
perspective under this authority that
he is asking for.

That is all we can ask. If we do not
have that, if we do not have that,
where is the American textile industry
going today? It is going to continue to
go south, and we do not need that to
happen.

We have had thousands of jobs in my
great State lost, particularly in my
district, that have been lost over the
last 7 to 10 years in the textile indus-
try. We cannot afford any more of that.
The way we ensure that does not con-
tinue to happen is that we have posi-
tive trade agreements and provisions in
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those trade agreements that are posi-
tive with respect to textiles and agri-
culture.

Mr. Speaker, I urge strong support of
the rule and I urge support of the un-
derlying bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1 minute
to the very thoughtful new Member of
Congress, the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota (Ms. MCCOLLUM).

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the rule. Fast
Track trade authority affects every
single American, and they probably do
not even know it. We import millions
of tons of food into this country. That
is a lot of food. In 1993, 8 percent of im-
ported fruits and vegetables were in-
spected.
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Since NAFTA, the number is now .7
percent. That is a 91 percent decrease
in the inspections of fruits and vegeta-
bles that our children consume every
day.

Minnesota families believe that
meats, fruits and vegetables that they
buy comply with our food standards. In
these trade agreements there are no
food standards; there are none. We buy
strawberries and grapes tainted with
pesticides that are illegal to use in this
country. Congress passes food safety
standards and the President’s nego-
tiators trade those standards away be-
cause, in their eyes, food safety is a
barrier to free trade.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
an up or down vote on Fast Track leg-
islation that would forfeit all of the au-
thority of Congress to directly partici-
pate in international trade agreements.
Congress needs careful, deliberate ne-
gotiations on future agreements, not a
fast track.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of the rule and
of this bill.

Just to give my colleagues an idea of
how driven and dependent our national
economy is on international trade, one
need not look any further than my
home State of New Jersey. Last year,
New Jersey posted the eighth largest
export total of any State in the Nation
with a total of $28.8 billion being sold
in export merchandise. This is up more
than 38 percent since 1997. Those ex-
ports are shipped globally to 204 coun-
tries around the world. Most impor-
tantly, out of New Jersey’s 4.1 million
member workforce, over 600,000 people
statewide, from Main Street to For-
tune 500 companies, are employed be-
cause of exports, imports, and because
of foreign direct investment.

Agilent Technologies, a company in
my congressional district, recently
wrote me in support of Trade Pro-
motion Authority. They said, ‘‘Multi-
lateral trade initiatives important to
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Agilent relating to tariff reductions, e-
commerce, biotechnology and inter-
national standard-setting are now be-
ginning.”

Mr. Speaker, we need to participate.
We need to support the rule, and we
need to support the bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 1%2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I rise to oppose this rule and to op-
pose Fast Track. I come from Cleve-
land, a steel-producing community
which is fighting valiantly to save 3,200
steelworkers’ jobs and to protect the
benefits of tens of thousands of retir-
ees. But Fast Track is a barrier. Fast
Track brought us NAFTA. It prohibits
amending trade agreements. We could
not amend NAFTA chapter 11, which
grants corporate investors in all-
NAFTA countries the right to chal-
lenge any local, State, or Federal regu-
lations which those corporations say
hurt their profits; and then they are
able to get penalty money from the
taxpayers of this country.

The sovereign authority of all gov-
ernments is at stake. Taxpayer dollars
are at stake, even when we stand up for
our own rights.

A NAFTA case brought by a foreign-
owned steel fabricator company is try-
ing to overturn. Get this, they are try-
ing to overturn ‘‘Buy America’ laws
that require using American steel in
highway projects. NAFTA allows for-
eign-owned companies to challenge our
Constitution, our Congress, our right
to enact American laws. This would
have a catastrophic impact on steel
workers, causing loss of U.S. jobs.
American taxpayers are financing the
fight for democracy all over the world,
while our trade laws undermine our de-
mocracy here at home.

Vote against this rule and vote
against Fast Track. Protect democ-
racy. Protect American jobs.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE).

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule for Fast
Track consideration of Trade Pro-
motion Authority. Mr. Speaker, this is
not about citrus, it is not about steel,
it is not about food inspection or any
other product or any other service. It
is about whether or not we believe we
should have enough confidence in the
President of the United States to go on
the world stage with other negotiators
to implement the trade agenda that
was launched at Doha.

Now, in Doha where they set the
agenda for the next round of talks, we
got a set of negotiating issues that was
extraordinarily favorable for the
United States. It is everything that we
could hope for in terms of what we
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want to accomplish in the next round
of talks. Now we have to move to the
next step. We cannot complete that un-
less the President has trade negoti-
ating authority. We can never com-
plete the talks, and yet, we are on a
fast track with this round of talks. No
organization, no country is going to
put their best deals on the line if they
think they are going to be changed by
the United States Congress. Manage-
ment and labor do not go into negotia-
tions and then go back to their board
of directors and their membership to
amend the agreement; they submit it
to them for a vote.

That is what we are talking about
doing here with Fast Track. It is not
about whether or not we like the agree-
ment, because we do not have an agree-
ment. The opportunity to consider that
will come later.

One prominent Democrat from the
Clinton administration, who would be
known to every Member of this body,
just 2 nights ago at a dinner told me
that the framework legislation that is
proposed here today goes much further
than President Clinton or President
Gore would ever have been able to
offer. It goes a long way. It makes the
environment and it makes labor rights
principal negotiating objectives to sup-
port those. We need to have the con-
fidence in our President to get this job
done, and we do not compromise our
ability to say yes or to say no to any
agreement that is negotiated.

With the crisis that we face in the
world, this is not the time to say that
our President should not be able to
move forward to protect American in-
terests abroad, American economic in-
terests. Agree to this. Say yes to Trade
Promotion Authority.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS),
my very good friend.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me this time.

I rise to oppose this rule and this bill.
H.R. 3005 supports the expansion of
trade rules that allow pharmaceutical
companies to challenge countries that
distribute essential medicines to peo-
ple who desperately need them. This
bill would make it more difficult for
developing countries to make HIV-
AIDS medicines available to people
with AIDS. Twenty-five million people
are living with AIDS in Africa. Our
trade policy should not cost them their
lives.

This bill would also make it more
difficult for the United States to re-
spond to bioterrorist attacks. When the
United States needed to acquire a large
supply of the antibiotic Cipro to re-
spond to the recent anthrax attacks,
we knew that the health of the Amer-
ican people was more important than
the profits of pharmaceutical compa-
nies. We had to get tough. The WTO
could have ruled against us. Our trade
policies should preserve our ability to
respond to bioterrorist attacks in the
future.
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I offered an amendment to restore
the rights of all countries to protect
public health and ensure access to es-
sential medicines, but my amendment
was not made in order.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’”’ on
the rule and ‘‘no’ on the bill.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I say to
my colleagues that we still have an op-
portunity to do what the President
would have us to do. Sure, he wants
Trade Promotion Authority, but he
also wants bipartisanship. I think it is
good for the Congress. I think it is
good for the country. All of my col-
leagues know that we have not enjoyed
this within the Committee on Ways
and Means. That is what the Com-
mittee on Rules is all about.

The Committee on Rules is the legis-
lative traffic cops. They can set us
straight. They can shatter the wounds
of partisanship that have been built up.

Since the attack on the United
States of America, we have worked to-
gether, not as Democrats and Repub-
licans, but as a united Congress. They
can reject this rule and send us back to
the table. They can tell the Committee
on Ways and Means to have open nego-
tiations. They can say that the Demo-
cratic ideas are just as patriotic, just
as sincere, and that we support the war
against terrorism the same as Repub-
licans. If they do not do that, if they do
not give us an opportunity to be heard.
What they are saying is, it is our way
or it is the highway.

I do not think it is fair. We have a
stimulation package that we are work-
ing on, and we are trying to give the
President what he wants in order to
spur the economy. We are not supposed
to do it as Republicans and Democrats;
we are supposed to come together as
responsible Members of Congress.

So I ask my colleagues to vote
against this rule. It is not well thought
out. It should not be just one-sided.
Give us an opportunity to work to-
gether and to bring a product to our
colleagues; and if we cannot do it, then
at the very least, let there be an alter-
native for Members to vote for.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LINDER), a member of the
Committee on Rules.

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
whole raft of information from my
staff talking about the benefits of
trade and the economy, on jobs; and I
will submit that for the RECORD. But
let me just raise a confusing question.
Why in the world does this House want
to take itself out of the picture?

Absent TPA, we have no voice. The
President negotiates with any nation
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in the world a trade agreement and
brings it to the Senate as a treaty for
their approval or disapproval, amend-
ment or no amendment. If it is amend-
ed, it goes back to the other nation,
and they have to negotiate a second
time. I would not blame any executive
of another nation to not want to deal
with us, to have to go through two ne-
gotiations.

This House claims to be concerned
about such things as labor and environ-
ment and human rights. Failing to pass
TPA takes us out of the picture. We
are silent. We have no voice.

Under TPA, the President can go to
any nation, negotiate any agreement,
and bring it back to the House and the
Senate for an up or down vote. If we do
not like the agreement, we can vote it
down. If we do not like the lack of con-
sultation, defeat it. But at least keep
us in the game. Absent TPA, this
House is silent.

Mr. Speaker, I do not understand how
we are going to shape any future agree-
ment, have any consultative effect, if
the President just chooses to go to
treaties and deals with the Senate. We
need to get in the ballgame. We have
the lowest tariffs in the world. Reach-
ing trade agreements with other na-
tions simply serves to lower their tar-
iffs and open markets for our compa-
nies to sell into the global economy.
We need to be in the global economy,
where 95 percent of the citizens of the
world live, not here. I cannot under-
stand why some would want to take us
out of the picture.

Mr. Speaker, the only voice the
House has on any trade agreement is if
we pass authority for the President to
reach agreements and bring them back
to us for up or down votes. I cannot
imagine why anyone would oppose this.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the rule.
Today we have a tremendous opportunity to
stimulate the economy, secure jobs, uplift the
poor, improve wages, and prove our global
competitiveness. With a single vote, we can
change the course of millions of lives.

America produces many of the highest qual-
ity services, the most bountiful crops, and the
most advanced technologies in the world.
Today, we have the opportunity to ensure that
all of these are shared with foreign nations.

Trade is also vital to our own national well-
being and our economic recovery. Nationwide,
one in ten American jobs depends on exports.
These jobs are in a range of industries and
service fields, and yet the one consistency
among them is that they pay more than jobs
in non-trading industries. According to the De-
partment of Commerce, trade-oriented indus-
tries pay one-third more—approximately
$15,000 more per employee—than non-trading
industries.

Recent studies have further shown that if
global trade barriers were cut by one-third, the
world economy would increase by more than
$600 billion a year. Eliminating trade barriers
altogether would increase the global economy
by nearly $2 trillion. The infusion of this much
capital into the world market would serve as
an engine of economic growth and improve
the standard of living for all Americans.

Given the significance of trade to our eco-
nomic future, it is imperative that Congress
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pass trade promotion authority. TPA requires
a collaborative partnership between Congress
and the President, and both must actively par-
ticipate in order to properly frame treaty nego-
tiations. In fact, TPA statutorily requires that
the President engage in frequent and sub-
stantive consultations with Congress before,
during, and throughout negotiations on a free
trade agreement. These consultations allow
Congress to make clear its priorities and con-
cerns, and the President then incorporates
such mandates into negotiations. In return,
Congress commits to an up or down vote on
the treaty without amendments. While some
members will argue that our opportunity for
debate is stifled because of our inability to
offer amendment, it is worth noting that with-
out TPA members of the House of Represent-
atives could neither vote on nor offer amend-
ments to the treaty at all.

Clearly, TPA is justified, it is responsible,
and it is needed—and the time for TPA is
now. Tariffs in the United States are among
the lowest in the world. However, we face se-
vere restrictions when we ship our goods
overseas. In fact, while the average U.S. tariff
is 4.8 percent, American goods are subject to
tariffs of 11 percent in Chile, 13.5 percent in
Argentina, 14.6 percent in Brazil, and a stag-
gering 45.6 percent in Thailand.

To give you one example of the anti-com-
petitiveness of foreign tariffs, we can look at a
Caterpillar tractor. If that tractor is made in the
U.S. and it shipped to Chile, it faces nearly
$15,000 in tariffs and duties. If that tractor is
made in Canada and is then shipped to Chile,
the tariff and duties are zero. Clearly, reducing
foreign tariffs is critical to ensuring that com-
panies continue to build their factories in the
U.S. And TPA is the greatest tool at our dis-
posal for leveling the playing field to provide
U.S. businesses access to the world’s popu-
lations.

| urge my colleagues to join me in voting for
the rule and H.R. 3005. This bill will help
American regain its competitiveness, enabling
the rebirth of prosperity and economic secu-
rity.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Houston, Texas (Mr.
GREEN), my very good friend.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to both the rule and
H.R. 3005, the legislation granting the
President Fast Track Authority.

This is not the time to allow more
countries greater access to our domes-
tic markets. We need much tighter
controls at our borders, and we need to
let the global economy recover before
we even begin considering opening our
doors to even further trade expansion.

Foreign countries experiencing an
economic slowdown always view the
United States as a place to dump their
excess goods. Japan, Russia, and South
American countries have devastated
our domestic steel industry through
dumping. This illegal trade practice
eliminates the thousands of high-pay-
ing American jobs tied directly to the
steel industry and the thousands who
support it.

In addition, the House of Representa-
tives has done nothing to help the
thousands of displaced travel, tourism,
and hospitality workers who lost their
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jobs as a result of September 11. In-
creased foreign trade automatically
means a loss in good blue collar jobs
which means our constituents’ jobs
will be on the line today.

The House of Representatives has a
spotty record in protecting displaced
workers, especially from the textile,
agriculture, and auto industries as a
result of NAFTA; and that is why I op-
pose both the rule and the bill.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the remaining
time.

Mr. Speaker, I keep hearing my col-
leagues talk about, come back and
have an up or down vote. What part of
procedural versus substantive con-
sultation do they not understand? As a
matter of fact, what part of ‘‘deficit”
do they not understand as it pertains
to our trade policy? We have not had
time, because they did not give us
time; and last night I asked for an ad-
ditional 2 hours and was denied that
time. We have not had time to talk
about the fact that antitrust laws are
going to change without any consulta-
tion and without any input from Mem-
bers of this body.
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We have not had time to talk about
the sovereignty issues, and I hope the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) and his committee can get to that
issue because it is critical.

It is clear from this bill, the under-
lying bill, that foreign investors have
an advantage over domestic persons in
the United States, and the tribunals
are held in secret. As a former judge, 1
cannot abide that. I must have my col-
leagues understand that it would be in-
appropriate to take American property
in a secret forum, and that is what this
measure permits. It does not permit
that the United States Trade Rep-
resentative come before us.

I ask my colleagues, please, vote
against this rule and vote against the
underlying bill.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I have heard today we
should continue debating the bill, stall,
or put it off; what is fair, unfair; water
it down, pick it apart, and confuse the
facts.

Mr. Speaker, the world is not waiting
while the United States putters along.
Trade Promotion Authority offers the
best chance for the United States to re-
claim its leadership in opening foreign
markets, expanding global economic
opportunities for American producers
and workers, and developing the vir-
tues of democracy around the world.

The prosperity and integrity of glob-
al democracies is at stake, and it is in-
cumbent upon us to pull into the fast
lane in order to reap the benefits of fair
trade.

What we ask today is nothing new.
Until its expiration in 1994, every
President from Richard Nixon through
Bill Clinton has enjoyed the right of
Trade Promotion Authority. This
President deserves that same right.
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I strongly urge my colleagues to do
the right thing for America: Support
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
202, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 479]

BEvi-

YEAS—224
Aderholt Flake Linder
Akin Fletcher LoBiondo
Armey Foley Lucas (OK)
Bachus Forbes Manzullo
Baker Fossella McCrery
Ballenger Frelinghuysen McHugh
Barr Gallegly MclInnis
Bartlett Ganske McKeon
Barton Gekas Mica
Bass Gibbons Miller, Dan
Bereuter Gilchrest Miller, Gary
Biggert Gillmor Miller, Jeff
Bilirakis Gilman Moran (KS)
Blunt Goode Morella
Boehlert Goodlatte Myrick
Boehner Goss Nethercutt
Bonilla Graham Ney
Bono Granger Northup
Boozman Graves Norwood
Brady (TX) Green (WI) Nussle
Brown (SC) Greenwood Ortiz
Bryant Grucci Osborne
Burr Gutknecht Ose
Burton Hansen Otter
Buyer Hart Oxley
Callahan Hastings (WA) Paul
Calvert Hayes Pence
Camp Hayworth Peterson (PA)
Cannon Hefley Petri
Cantor Herger Pickering
Capito Hilleary Pitts
Carson (OK) Hobson Platts
Castle Hoekstra Pombo
Chabot Horn Portman
Chambliss Houghton Pryce (OH)
Coble Hulshof Putnam
Collins Hunter Radanovich
Combest Hyde Ramstad
Cooksey Isakson Regula
Cox Issa Rehberg
Crane Istook Reynolds
Crenshaw Jefferson Riley
Cubin Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Culberson Johnson (CT) Rogers (MI)
Cunningham Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Davis, Jo Ann Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Davis, Tom Jones (NC) Royce
Deal Keller Ryan (WI)
DeLay Kelly Ryun (KS)
DeMint Kennedy (MN) Saxton
Diaz-Balart Kerns Schaffer
Dicks King (NY) Schrock
Dooley Kingston Sensenbrenner
Doolittle Kirk Sessions
Dreier Knollenberg Shadegg
Duncan Kolbe Shaw
Dunn LaHood Shays
Ehlers Largent Sherwood
Ehrlich Latham Shimkus
Emerson LaTourette Shuster
English Leach Simmons
Everett Lewis (CA) Simpson
Ferguson Lewis (KY) Skeen

Smith (MI) Terry Wamp
Smith (NJ) Thomas Watkins (OK)
Smith (TX) Thornberry Watts (OK)
Souder Thune Weldon (FL)
Stearns Tiahrt Weldon (PA)
Stump Tiberi Weller
Sununu Toomey Whitfield
Sweeney Traficant Wicker
Tancredo Upton Wilson
Tanner Vitter Wolf
Tauzin Walden Young (FL)
Taylor (NC) Walsh
NAYS—202
Abercrombie Hall (TX) Murtha
Ackerman Harman Nadler
Allen Hastings (FL) Napolitano
Baca Hill Neal
Baird Hilliard Oberstar
Baldacci Hinchey Obey
Baldwin Hinojosa Olver
Barcia Hoeffel Owens
Barrett Holden Pallone
Becerra Holt Pascrell
Bentsen Honda Pastor
Berkley Hooley Payne
Berman Hoyer Pelosi
Berry Inslee Peterson (MN)
Bishop Israel Phelps
Blagojevich Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Blumenauer Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Bonior (TX) Rahall
Borski John Rangel
Boswell Johnson, E. B. Reyes
Boucher Jones (OH) Rivers
Boyd Kanjorski Rodriguez
Brady (PA) Kaptur Ross
Brown (FL) Kennedy (RI) Rothman
Brown (OH) Kildee Roybal-Allard
Capps Kilpatrick Rush
Capuano Kind (WI) Sabo
Cardin Kleczka Sanchez
Carson (IN) Kucinich Sanders
Clay LaFalce Sandlin
Clayton Lampson Sawyer
Clement Langevin Schakowsky
Clyburn Lantos Schiff
Condit Larsen (WA) Scott
Conyers Larson (CT) Serrano
Costello Lee Sherman
Coyne Levin Shows
Cramer Lewis (GA) Skelton
Crowley Lipinski Slaughter
Cummings Lofgren Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lowey Snyder
Davis (FL) Lucas (KY) Solis
Davis (IL) Luther Spratt
DeFazio Lynch Stark
DeGette Maloney (CT) Stenholm
Delahunt Maloney (NY) Strickland
DeLauro Markey Stupak
Deutsch Mascara Tauscher
Dingell Matheson Taylor (MS)
Doggett Matsui Thompson (CA)
Doyle McCarthy (MO) Thompson (MS)
Edwards McCarthy (NY) Thurman
Engel McCollum Tierney
Eshoo McDermott Towns
Etheridge McGovern Turner
Evans McIntyre Udall (CO)
Farr McKinney Udall (NM)
Fattah McNulty Velazquez
Filner Meehan Visclosky
Ford Meeks (NY) Waters
Frank Menendez Watson (CA)
Frost Millender- Watt (NC)
Gephardt McDonald Waxman
Gonzalez Miller, George Weiner
Gordon Mink Wexler
Green (TX) Mollohan Woolsey
Gutierrez Moore Wu
Hall (OH) Moran (VA) Wynn
NOT VOTING—T7
Andrews Quinn Young (AK)
Hostettler Roemer
Meek (FL) Roukema
[0 1342
Messrs. LUCAS of Kentucky,
GUTIERREZ and EVANS changed
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their vote from ‘‘yea’” to ‘‘nay.”

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey changed

his vote from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”
So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
479, the rule on Trade Promotion Authority, |
was detained on the Senate side attending an
education event. As a conferee on the ele-
mentary Secondary Education Act, | was par-
ticipating in a public forum advocating full
funding for children with disabilities. Had |
been present, | would have voted “nay.”

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 306, I call up the
bill (H.R. 3005) to extend trade authori-
ties procedures with respect to recip-
rocal trade agreements, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 306, the bill is considered read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 3005 is as follows:

H.R. 3005

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority
Act of 2001,

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The expansion of international trade is
vital to the national security of the United
States. Trade is critical to the economic
growth and strength of the United States
and to its leadership in the world. Stable
trading relationships promote security and
prosperity. Trade agreements today serve
the same purposes that security pacts played
during the Cold War, binding nations to-
gether through a series of mutual rights and
obligations. Leadership by the United States
in international trade fosters open markets,
democracy, and peace throughout the world.

(2) The national security of the United
States depends on its economic security,
which in turn is founded upon a vibrant and
growing industrial base. Trade expansion has
been the engine of economic growth. Trade
agreements maximize opportunities for the
critical sectors and building blocks of the
economy of the United States, such as infor-
mation technology, telecommunications and
other leading technologies, basic industries,
capital equipment, medical equipment, serv-
ices, agriculture, environmental technology,
and intellectual property. Trade will create
new opportunities for the United States and
preserve the unparalleled strength of the
United States in economic, political, and
military affairs. The United States, secured
by expanding trade and economic opportuni-
ties, will meet the challenges of the twenty-
first century.

SEC. 2. TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJECTIVES.

(a) OVERALL TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJEC-
TIVES.—The overall trade negotiating objec-
tives of the United States for agreements
subject to the provisions of section 3 are—

(1) to obtain more open, equitable, and re-
ciprocal market access;

(2) to obtain the reduction or elimination
of barriers and distortions that are directly
related to trade and that decrease market
opportunities for United States exports or
otherwise distort United States trade;

(3) to further strengthen the system of
international trading disciplines and proce-
dures, including dispute settlement;

(4) to foster economic growth, raise living
standards, and promote full employment in
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the United States and to enhance the global
economy;

(5) to ensure that trade and environmental
policies are mutually supportive and to seek
to protect and preserve the environment and
enhance the international means of doing so,
while optimizing the use of the world’s re-
sources; and

(6) to promote respect for worker rights
and the rights of children consistent with
core labor standards of the International
Labor Organization (as defined in section
9(2)) and an understanding of the relation-
ship between trade and worker rights.

(b) PRINCIPAL TRADE NEGOTIATING OBJEC-
TIVES.—

(1) TRADE BARRIERS AND DISTORTIONS.—The
principal negotiating objectives of the
United States regarding trade barriers and
other trade distortions are—

(A) to expand competitive market opportu-
nities for United States exports and to ob-
tain fairer and more open conditions of trade
by reducing or eliminating tariff and non-
tariff barriers and policies and practices of
foreign governments directly related to
trade that decrease market opportunities for
United States exports or otherwise distort
United States trade; and

(B) to obtain reciprocal tariff and nontariff
barrier elimination agreements, with par-
ticular attention to those tariff categories
covered in section 111(b) of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3521(b)).

(2) TRADE IN SERVICES.—The principal ne-
gotiating objective of the United States re-
garding trade in services is to reduce or
eliminate barriers to international trade in
services, including regulatory and other bar-
riers that deny national treatment and mar-
ket access or unreasonably restrict the es-
tablishment or operations of service sup-
pliers.

(3) FOREIGN INVESTMENT.—The principal ne-
gotiating objective of the United States re-
garding foreign investment is to reduce or
eliminate artificial or trade-distorting bar-
riers to trade-related foreign investment
by—

(A) reducing or eliminating exceptions to
the principle of national treatment;

(B) freeing the transfer of funds relating to
investments;

(C) reducing or eliminating performance
requirements, forced technology transfers,
and other unreasonable barriers to the estab-
lishment and operation of investments;

(D) seeking to establish standards for ex-
propriation and compensation for expropria-
tion, consistent with United States legal
principles and practice;

(E) providing meaningful procedures for re-
solving investment disputes; and

(F') seeking to improve mechanisms used to
resolve disputes between an investor and a
government through—

(i) mechanisms to eliminate frivolous
claims;

(ii) procedures to ensure the efficient selec-
tion of arbitrators and the expeditious dis-
position of claims; and

(iii) procedures to increase transparency in
investment disputes.

(4) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding trade-related intellectual property
are—

(A) to further promote adequate and effec-
tive protection of intellectual property
rights, including through—

(i)(I) ensuring accelerated and full imple-
mentation of the Agreement on Trade-Re-
lated Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
referred to in section 101(d)(15) of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C.
35611(d)(15)), particularly with respect to
meeting enforcement obligations under that
agreement; and
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(IT) ensuring that the provisions of any
multilateral or bilateral trade agreement
governing intellectual property rights that
is entered into by the United States reflect a
standard of protection similar to that found
in United States law;

(ii) providing strong protection for new and
emerging technologies and new methods of
transmitting and distributing products em-
bodying intellectual property;

(iii) preventing or eliminating discrimina-
tion with respect to matters affecting the
availability, acquisition, scope, mainte-
nance, use, and enforcement of intellectual
property rights;

(iv) ensuring that standards of protection
and enforcement keep pace with techno-
logical developments, and in particular en-
suring that rightholders have the legal and
technological means to control the use of
their works through the Internet and other
global communication media, and to prevent
the unauthorized use of their works; and

(v) providing strong enforcement of intel-
lectual property rights, including through
accessible, expeditious, and effective civil,
administrative, and criminal enforcement
mechanisms; and

(B) to secure fair, equitable, and non-
discriminatory market access opportunities
for United States persons that rely upon in-
tellectual property protection.

(5) TRANSPARENCY.—The principal negoti-
ating objective of the United States with re-
spect to transparency is to obtain wider and
broader application of the principle of trans-
parency through—

(A) increased and more timely public ac-
cess to information regarding trade issues
and the activities of international trade in-
stitutions;

(B) increased openness at the WTO and
other international trade fora by increasing
public access to appropriate meetings, pro-
ceedings, and submissions, including with re-
gard to dispute settlement and investment;
and

(C) increased and more timely public ac-
cess to all notifications and supporting docu-
mentation submitted by parties to the WTO.

(6) IMPROVEMENT OF THE WTO AND MULTI-
LATERAL TRADE AGREEMENTS.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding the improvement of the World
Trade Organization, the Uruguay Round
Agreements, and other multilateral and bi-
lateral trade agreements are—

(A) to achieve full implementation and ex-
tend the coverage of the World Trade Organi-
zation and such agreements to products, sec-
tors, and conditions of trade not adequately
covered; and

(B) to expand country participation in and
enhancement of the Information Technology
Agreement and other trade agreements.

(7) REGULATORY PRACTICES.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
regarding the use of government regulation
or other practices by foreign governments to
provide a competitive advantage to their do-
mestic producers, service providers, or inves-
tors and thereby reduce market access for
United States goods, services, and invest-
ments are—

(A) to achieve increased transparency and
opportunity for the participation of affected
parties in the development of regulations;

(B) to require that proposed regulations be
based on sound science, cost-benefit analysis,
risk assessment, or other objective evidence;

(C) to establish consultative mechanisms
among parties to trade agreements to pro-
mote increased transparency in developing
guidelines, rules, regulations, and laws for
government procurement and other regu-
latory regimes; and

(D) to achieve the elimination of govern-
ment measures such as price controls and
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reference pricing which deny full market ac-
cess for United States products.

(8) ELECTRONIC COMMERCE.—The principal
negotiating objectives of the United States
with respect to electronic commerce are—

(A) to ensure that current obligations,
rules, disciplines, and commitments under
the World Trade Organization apply to elec-
tronic commerce;

(B) to ensure that—

(i) electronically delivered goods and serv-
ices receive no less favorable treatment
under trade rules and commitments than
like products delivered in physical form; and

(ii) the classification of such goods and
services ensures the most liberal trade treat-
ment possible;

(C) to ensure that governments refrain
from implementing trade-related measures
that impede electronic commerce;

(D) where legitimate policy objectives re-
quire domestic regulations that affect elec-
tronic commerce, to obtain commitments
that any such regulations are the least re-
strictive on trade, nondiscriminatory, and
transparent, and promote an open market
environment; and

(E) to extend the moratorium of the World
Trade Organization on duties on electronic
transmissions.

(9) RECIPROCAL TRADE IN AGRICULTURE.—(A)
The principal negotiating objective of the
United States with respect to agriculture is
to obtain competitive opportunities for
United States exports of agricultural com-
modities in foreign markets substantially
equivalent to the competitive opportunities
afforded foreign exports in United States
markets and to achieve fairer and more open
conditions of trade in bulk, specialty crop,
and value-added commodities by—

(i) reducing or eliminating, by a date cer-
tain, tariffs or other charges that decrease
market opportunities for United States ex-
ports—

(I) giving priority to those products that
are subject to significantly higher tariffs or
subsidy regimes of major producing coun-
tries; and

(IT) providing reasonable adjustment peri-
ods for United States import-sensitive prod-
ucts, in close consultation with the Congress
on such products before initiating tariff re-
duction negotiations;

(ii) reducing tariffs to levels that are the
same as or lower than those in the United
States;

(iii) reducing or eliminating subsidies that
decrease market opportunities for United
States exports or unfairly distort agriculture
markets to the detriment of the United
States;

(iv) allowing the preservation of programs
that support family farms and rural commu-
nities but do not distort trade;

(v) developing disciplines for domestic sup-
port programs, so that production that is in
excess of domestic food security needs is sold
at world prices;

(vi) eliminating Government policies that
create price-depressing surpluses;

(vii) eliminating state trading enterprises
whenever possible;

(viii) developing, strengthening, and clari-
fying rules and effective dispute settlement
mechanisms to eliminate practices that un-
fairly decrease United States market access
opportunities or distort agricultural mar-
kets to the detriment of the United States,
particularly with respect to import-sensitive
products, including—

(I) unfair or trade-distorting activities of
state trading enterprises and other adminis-
trative mechanisms, with emphasis on re-
quiring price transparency in the operation
of state trading enterprises and such other
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mechanisms in order to end cross subsidiza-
tion, price discrimination, and price under-
cutting;

(IT) unjustified trade restrictions or com-
mercial requirements, such as labeling, that
affect new technologies, including bio-
technology;

(IIT) unjustified sanitary or phytosanitary
restrictions, including those not based on
scientific principles in contravention of the
Uruguay Round Agreements;

(IV) other unjustified technical barriers to
trade; and

(V) restrictive rules in the administration
of tariff rate quotas;

(ix) eliminating practices that adversely
affect trade in perishable or cyclical prod-
ucts, while improving import relief mecha-
nisms to recognize the unique characteris-
tics of perishable and cyclical agriculture;

(x) ensuring that the use of import relief
mechanisms for perishable and cyclical agri-
culture are as accessible and timely to grow-
ers in the United States as those mecha-
nisms that are used by other countries;

(xi) taking into account whether a party to
the negotiations has failed to adhere to the
provisions of already existing trade agree-
ments with the United States or has cir-
cumvented obligations under those agree-
ments;

(xii) taking into account whether a prod-
uct is subject to market distortions by rea-
son of a failure of a major producing country
to adhere to the provisions of already exist-
ing trade agreements with the United States
or by the circumvention by that country of
its obligations under those agreements;

(xiii) otherwise ensuring that countries
that accede to the World Trade Organization
have made meaningful market liberalization
commitments in agriculture;

(xiv) taking into account the impact that
agreements covering agriculture to which
the United States is a party, including the
North American Free Trade Agreement, have
on the United States agricultural industry;
and

(xv) maintaining bona fide food assistance
programs and preserving United States mar-
ket development and export credit programs.

(B)(i) Before commencing negotiations
with respect to agriculture, the TUnited
States Trade Representative, in consultation
with the Congress, shall seek to develop a
position on the treatment of seasonal and
perishable agricultural products to be em-
ployed in the negotiations in order to de-
velop an international consensus on the
treatment of seasonal or perishable agricul-
tural products in investigations relating to
dumping and safeguards and in any other rel-
evant area.

(ii) During any negotiations on agricul-
tural subsidies, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative shall seek to establish the com-
mon base year for calculating the Aggre-
gated Measurement of Support (as defined in
the Agreement on Agriculture) as the end of
each country’s Uruguay Round implementa-
tion period, as reported in each country’s
Uruguay Round market access schedule.

(iii) The negotiating objective provided in
subparagraph (A) applies with respect to ag-
ricultural matters to be addressed in any
trade agreement entered into under section
3(a) or (b), including any trade agreement en-
tered into under section 3(a) or (b) that pro-
vides for accession to a trade agreement to
which the United States is already a party,
such as the North American Free Trade
Agreement and the United States-Canada
Free Trade Agreement.

(10) LABOR AND THE ENVIRONMENT.—The
principal negotiating objectives of the
United States with respect to labor and the
environment are—
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(A) to ensure that a party to a trade agree-
ment with the United States does not fail to
effectively enforce its environmental or
labor laws, through a sustained or recurring
course of action or inaction, in a manner af-
fecting trade between the United States and
that party after entry into force of a trade
agreement between those countries;

(B) to recognize that parties to a trade
agreement retain the right to exercise dis-
cretion with respect to investigatory, pros-
ecutorial, regulatory, and compliance mat-
ters and to make decisions regarding the al-
location of resources to enforcement with re-
spect to other labor or environmental mat-
ters determined to have higher priorities,
and to recognize that a country is effectively
enforcing its laws if a course of action or in-
action reflects a reasonable exercise of such
discretion, or results from a bona fide deci-
sion regarding the allocation of resources;

(C) to strengthen the capacity of United
States trading partners to promote respect
for core labor standards (as defined in sec-
tion 9(2));

(D) to strengthen the capacity of United
States trading partners to protect the envi-
ronment through the promotion of sustain-
able development;

(E) to reduce or eliminate government
practices or policies that unduly threaten
sustainable development;

(F) to seek market access, through the
elimination of tariffs and nontariff barriers,
for United States environmental tech-
nologies, goods, and services; and

(G) to ensure that labor, environmental,
health, or safety policies and practices of the
parties to trade agreements with the United
States do not arbitrarily or unjustifiably dis-
criminate against United States exports or
serve as disguised barriers to trade.

(11) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT AND ENFORCE-
MENT.—The principal negotiating objectives
of the United States with respect to dispute
settlement and enforcement of trade agree-
ments are—

(A) to seek provisions in trade agreements
providing for resolution of disputes between
governments under those trade agreements
in an effective, timely, transparent, equi-
table, and reasoned manner, requiring deter-
minations based on facts and the principles
of the agreements, with the goal of increas-
ing compliance with the agreements;

(B) to seek to strengthen the capacity of
the Trade Policy Review Mechanism of the
World Trade Organization to review compli-
ance with commitments;

(C) to seek provisions encouraging the
early identification and settlement of dis-
putes through consultation;

(D) to seek provisions to encourage the
provision of trade-expanding compensation if
a party to a dispute under the agreement
does not come into compliance with its obli-
gations under the agreement;

(E) to seek provisions to impose a penalty
upon a party to a dispute under the agree-
ment that—

(i) encourages compliance with the obliga-
tions of the agreement;

(ii) is appropriate to the parties, nature,
subject matter, and scope of the violation;
and

(iii) has the aim of not adversely affecting
parties or interests not party to the dispute
while maintaining the effectiveness of the
enforcement mechanism; and

(F) to seek provisions that treat United
States principal negotiating objectives
equally with respect to—

(i) the ability to resort to dispute settle-
ment under the applicable agreement;

(ii) the availability of equivalent dispute
settlement procedures; and

(iii) the availability of equivalent rem-
edies.
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(12) WTO EXTENDED NEGOTIATIONS.—The
principal negotiating objectives of the
United States regarding trade in civil air-
craft are those set forth in section 135(c) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3355(c)) and regarding rules of origin
are the conclusion of an agreement described
in section 132 of that Act (19 U.S.C. 3552).

(c) PROMOTION OF CERTAIN PRIORITIES.—In
order to address and maintain United States
competitiveness in the global economy, the
President shall—

(1) seek greater cooperation between the
WTO and the ILO;

(2) seek to establish consultative mecha-
nisms among parties to trade agreements to
strengthen the capacity of United States
trading partners to promote respect for core
labor standards (as defined in section 9(2)),
and report to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Finance of the Senate on
the content and operation of such mecha-
nisms;

(3) seek to establish consultative mecha-
nisms among parties to trade agreements to
strengthen the capacity of United States
trading partners to develop and implement
standards for the protection of the environ-
ment and human health based on sound
science, and report to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the
Senate on the content and operation of such
mechanisms;

(4) conduct environmental reviews of fu-
ture trade and investment agreements, con-
sistent with Executive Order 13141 of Novem-
ber 16, 1999 and its relevant guidelines, and
report to the Committee on Ways and Means
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Finance of the Senate on such
reviews;

(5) review the impact of future trade agree-
ments on United States employment, mod-
eled after Executive Order 13141, and report
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate on such review;

(6) take into account other legitimate
United States domestic objectives including,
but not limited to, the protection of legiti-
mate health or safety, essential security,
and consumer interests and the law and reg-
ulations related thereto;

(7) have the Secretary of Labor consult
with any country seeking a trade agreement
with the United States concerning that
country’s labor laws and provide technical
assistance to that country if needed;

(8) with respect to any trade agreement
which the President seeks to implement
under trade authorities procedures, submit
to the Congress a report describing the ex-
tent to which the country or countries that
are parties to the agreement have in effect
laws governing exploitative child labor;

(9) preserve the ability of the United
States to enforce rigorously its trade laws,
including the antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws, and avoid agreements
which lessen the effectiveness of domestic
and international disciplines on unfair trade,
especially dumping and subsidies, in order to
ensure that United States workers, agricul-
tural producers, and firms can compete fully
on fair terms and enjoy the benefits of recip-
rocal trade concessions;

(10) continue to promote consideration of
multilateral environmental agreements and
consult with parties to such agreements re-
garding the consistency of any such agree-
ment that includes trade measures with ex-
isting environmental exceptions under Arti-
cle XX of the GATT 1994; and

(11) report to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Finance of the Senate, not
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later than 12 months after the imposition of
a penalty or remedy by the United States
permitted by a trade agreement to which
this Act applies, on the effectiveness of the
penalty or remedy applied under United
States law in enforcing United States rights
under the trade agreement.

The report under paragraph (11) shall address
whether the penalty or remedy was effective
in changing the behavior of the targeted
party and whether the penalty or remedy
had any adverse impact on parties or inter-
ests not party to the dispute.

(d) CONSULTATIONS.—

(1) CONSULTATIONS WITH CONGRESSIONAL AD-
VISERS.—In the course of negotiations con-
ducted under this Act, the United States
Trade Representative shall consult closely
and on a timely basis with, and keep fully
apprised of the negotiations, the Congres-
sional Oversight Group convened under sec-
tion 7 and all committees of the House of
Representatives and the Senate with juris-
diction over laws that would be affected by a
trade agreement resulting from the negotia-
tions.

(2) CONSULTATION BEFORE AGREEMENT INI-
TIALED.—In the course of negotiations con-
ducted under this Act, the United States
Trade Representative shall—

(A) consult closely and on a timely basis
(including immediately before initialing an
agreement) with, and keep fully apprised of
the negotiations, the congressional advisers
for trade policy and negotiations appointed
under section 161 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2211), the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, the
Committee on Finance of the Senate, and
the Congressional Oversight Group convened
under section 7; and

(B) with regard to any negotiations and
agreement relating to agricultural trade,
also consult closely and on a timely basis
(including immediately before initialing an
agreement) with, and keep fully apprised of
the negotiations, the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate.

(e) ADHERENCE TO OBLIGATIONS UNDER URU-
GUAY ROUND AGREEMENTS.—In determining
whether to enter into negotiations with a
particular country, the President shall take
into account the extent to which that coun-
try has implemented, or has accelerated the
implementation of, its obligations under the
Uruguay Round Agreements.

SEC. 3. TRADE AGREEMENTS AUTHORITY.

(a) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF BAR-
RIERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the President
determines that one or more existing duties
or other import restrictions of any foreign
country or the United States are unduly bur-
dening and restricting the foreign trade of
the United States and that the purposes,
policies, priorities, and objectives of this Act
will be promoted thereby, the President—

(A) may enter into trade agreements with
foreign countries before—

(i) June 1, 2005; or

(ii) June 1, 2007, if trade authorities proce-
dures are extended under subsection (c); and

(B) may, subject to paragraphs (2) and (3),
proclaim—

(i) such modification or continuance of any
existing duty,

(ii) such continuance of existing duty-free
or excise treatment, or

(iii) such additional duties,
as the President determines to be required or
appropriate to carry out any such trade
agreement.

The President shall notify the Congress of
the President’s intention to enter into an
agreement under this subsection.
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(2) LIMITATIONS.—No proclamation may be
made under paragraph (1) that—

(A) reduces any rate of duty (other than a
rate of duty that does not exceed 5 percent
ad valorem on the date of the enactment of
this Act) to a rate of duty which is less than
50 percent of the rate of such duty that ap-
plies on such date of enactment; or

(B) increases any rate of duty above the
rate that applied on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(3) AGGREGATE REDUCTION; EXEMPTION FROM
STAGING.—

(A) AGGREGATE REDUCTION.—Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), the aggregate re-
duction in the rate of duty on any article
which is in effect on any day pursuant to a
trade agreement entered into under para-
graph (1) shall not exceed the aggregate re-
duction which would have been in effect on
such day if—

(i) a reduction of 3 percent ad valorem or a
reduction of one-tenth of the total reduction,
whichever is greater, had taken effect on the
effective date of the first reduction pro-
claimed under paragraph (1) to carry out
such agreement with respect to such article;
and

(ii) a reduction equal to the amount appli-
cable under clause (i) had taken effect at 1-
year intervals after the effective date of such
first reduction.

(B) EXEMPTION FROM STAGING.—No staging
is required under subparagraph (A) with re-
spect to a duty reduction that is proclaimed
under paragraph (1) for an article of a kind
that is not produced in the United States.
The United States International Trade Com-
mission shall advise the President of the
identity of articles that may be exempted
from staging under this subparagraph.

(4) ROUNDING.—If the President determines
that such action will simplify the computa-
tion of reductions under paragraph (3), the
President may round an annual reduction by
an amount equal to the lesser of—

(A) the difference between the reduction
without regard to this paragraph and the
next lower whole number; or

(B) one-half of 1 percent ad valorem.

(5) OTHER LIMITATIONS.—A rate of duty re-
duction that may not be proclaimed by rea-
son of paragraph (2) may take effect only if
a provision authorizing such reduction is in-
cluded within an implementing bill provided
for under section 5 and that bill is enacted
into law.

(6) OTHER TARIFF MODIFICATIONS.—Notwith-
standing paragraphs (1)(B) and (2) through
(5), and subject to the consultation and lay-
over requirements of section 115 of the Uru-
guay Round Agreements Act, the President
may proclaim the modification of any duty
or staged rate reduction of any duty set
forth in Schedule XX, as defined in section
2(5) of that Act, if the United States agrees
to such modification or staged rate reduc-
tion in a negotiation for the reciprocal
elimination or harmonization of duties under
the auspices of the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

(7) AUTHORITY UNDER URUGUAY ROUND
AGREEMENTS ACT NOT AFFECTED.—Nothing in
this subsection shall limit the authority pro-
vided to the President under section 111(b) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3521(b)).

(b) AGREEMENTS REGARDING TARIFF AND
NONTARIFF BARRIERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Whenever the Presi-
dent determines that—

(i) one or more existing duties or any other
import restriction of any foreign country or
the United States or any other barrier to, or
other distortion of, international trade un-
duly burdens or restricts the foreign trade of
the United States or adversely affects the
United States economy; or
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(ii) the imposition of any such barrier or
distortion is likely to result in such a bur-
den, restriction, or effect;
and that the purposes, policies, priorities,
and objectives of this Act will be promoted
thereby, the President may enter into a
trade agreement described in subparagraph
(B) during the period described in subpara-
graph (C).

(B) The President may enter into a trade
agreement under subparagraph (A) with for-
eign countries providing for—

(i) the reduction or elimination of a duty,
restriction, barrier, or other distortion de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), or

(ii) the prohibition of, or limitation on the
imposition of, such barrier or other distor-
tion.

(C) The President may enter into a trade
agreement under this paragraph before—

(i) June 1, 2005; or

(ii) June 1, 2007, if trade authorities proce-
dures are extended under subsection (c).

(2) CONDITIONS.—A trade agreement may be
entered into under this subsection only if
such agreement makes progress in meeting
the applicable objectives described in section
2(a) and (b) and the President satisfies the
conditions set forth in section 4.

(3) BILLS QUALIFYING FOR TRADE AUTHORI-
TIES PROCEDURES.—(A) The provisions of sec-
tion 151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (in this Act
referred to as ‘‘trade authorities proce-
dures’) apply to a bill of either House of
Congress which contains provisions described
in subparagraph (B) to the same extent as
such section 151 applies to implementing
bills under that section. A bill to which this
paragraph applies shall hereafter in this Act
be referred to as an ‘‘implementing bill”’.

(B) The provisions referred to in subpara-
graph (A) are—

(i) a provision approving a trade agreement
entered into under this subsection and ap-
proving the statement of administrative ac-
tion, if any, proposed to implement such
trade agreement; and

(ii) if changes in existing laws or new stat-
utory authority are required to implement
such trade agreement or agreements, provi-
sions, necessary or appropriate to implement
such trade agreement or agreements, either
repealing or amending existing laws or pro-
viding new statutory authority.

(c) EXTENSION DISAPPROVAL PROCESS FOR
CONGRESSIONAL TRADE AUTHORITIES PROCE-
DURES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sec-
tion 5(b)—

(A) the trade authorities procedures apply
to implementing bills submitted with re-
spect to trade agreements entered into under
subsection (b) before July 1, 2005; and

(B) the trade authorities procedures shall
be extended to implementing bills submitted
with respect to trade agreements entered
into under subsection (b) after June 30, 2005,
and before July 1, 2007, if (and only if)—

(i) the President requests such extension
under paragraph (2); and

(ii) neither House of the Congress adopts
an extension disapproval resolution under
paragraph (5) before June 1, 2005.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS BY THE PRESI-
DENT.—If the President is of the opinion that
the trade authorities procedures should be
extended to implementing bills described in
paragraph (1)(B), the President shall submit
to the Congress, not later than March 1, 2005,
a written report that contains a request for
such extension, together with—

(A) a description of all trade agreements
that have been negotiated under subsection
(b) and the anticipated schedule for submit-
ting such agreements to the Congress for ap-
proval;

(B) a description of the progress that has
been made in negotiations to achieve the
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purposes, policies, priorities, and objectives
of this Act, and a statement that such
progress justifies the continuation of nego-
tiations; and

(C) a statement of the reasons why the ex-
tension is needed to complete the negotia-
tions.

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS BY THE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE.—The President shall promptly
inform the Advisory Committee for Trade
Policy and Negotiations established under
section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2155) of the President’s decision to submit a
report to the Congress under paragraph (2).
The Advisory Committee shall submit to the
Congress as soon as practicable, but not
later than May 1, 2005, a written report that
contains—

(A) its views regarding the progress that
has been made in negotiations to achieve the
purposes, policies, priorities, and objectives
of this Act; and

(B) a statement of its views, and the rea-
sons therefor, regarding whether the exten-
sion requested under paragraph (2) should be
approved or disapproved.

(4) STATUS OF REPORTS.—The reports sub-
mitted to the Congress under paragraphs (2)
and (3), or any portion of such reports, may
be classified to the extent the President de-
termines appropriate.

(5) EXTENSION DISAPPROVAL RESOLUTIONS.—
(A) For purposes of paragraph (1), the term
“‘extension disapproval resolution’” means a
resolution of either House of the Congress,
the sole matter after the resolving clause of
which is as follows: “That the = dis-
approves the request of the President for the
extension, under section 3(c)(1)(B)(i) of the
Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2001, of
the trade authorities procedures under that
Act to any implementing bill submitted with
respect to any trade agreement entered into
under section 3(b) of that Act after June 30,
2005.”, with the blank space being filled with
the name of the resolving House of the Con-
gress.

(B) Extension disapproval resolutions—

(i) may be introduced in either House of
the Congress by any member of such House;
and

(ii) shall be referred, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, to the Committee on Ways and
Means and, in addition, to the Committee on
Rules.

(C) The provisions of sections 152(d) and (e)
of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2192(d) and
(e)) (relating to the floor consideration of
certain resolutions in the House and Senate)
apply to extension disapproval resolutions.

(D) It is not in order for—

(i) the Senate to consider any extension
disapproval resolution not reported by the
Committee on Finance;

(ii) the House of Representatives to con-
sider any extension disapproval resolution
not reported by the Committee on Ways and
Means and, in addition, by the Committee on
Rules; or

(iii) either House of the Congress to con-
sider an extension disapproval resolution
after June 30, 2005.

(d) COMMENCEMENT OF NEGOTIATIONS.—In
order to contribute to the continued eco-
nomic expansion of the United States, the
President shall commence negotiations cov-
ering tariff and nontariff barriers affecting
any industry, product, or service sector, and
expand existing sectoral agreements to coun-
tries that are not parties to those agree-
ments, in cases where the President deter-
mines that such negotiations are feasible
and timely and would benefit the United
States. Such sectors include agriculture,
commercial services, intellectual property
rights, industrial and capital goods, govern-
ment procurement, information technology
products, environmental technology and
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services, medical equipment and services,
civil aircraft, and infrastructure products. In
so doing, the President shall take into ac-
count all of the principal negotiating objec-
tives set forth in section 2(b).

SEC. 4. CONSULTATIONS AND ASSESSMENT.

(a) NOTICE AND CONSULTATION BEFORE NE-
GOTIATION.—The President, with respect to
any agreement that is subject to the provi-
sions of section 3(b), shall—

(1) provide, at least 90 calendar days before
initiating negotiations, written notice to the
Congress of the President’s intention to
enter into the negotiations and set forth
therein the date the President intends to ini-
tiate such negotiations, the specific United
States objectives for the negotiations, and
whether the President intends to seek an
agreement, or changes to an existing agree-
ment; and

(2) before and after submission of the no-
tice, consult regarding the negotiations with
the Committee on Finance of the Senate and
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives, such other com-
mittees of the House and Senate as the
President deems appropriate, and the Con-
gressional Oversight group convened under
section 7.

(b) NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING AGRI-
CULTURE.—Before initiating or continuing
negotiations the subject matter of which is
directly related to the subject matter under
section 2(b)(9)(A)(i) with any country, the
President shall assess whether United States
tariffs on agricultural products that were
bound under the Uruguay Round Agreements
are lower than the tariffs bound by that
country. In addition, the President shall con-
sider whether the tariff levels bound and ap-
plied throughout the world with respect to
imports from the United States are higher
than United States tariffs and whether the
negotiation provides an opportunity to ad-
dress any such disparity. The President shall
consult with the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance and the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate concerning the results of the assess-
ment, whether it is appropriate for the
United States to agree to further tariff re-
ductions based on the conclusions reached in
the assessment, and how all applicable nego-
tiating objectives will be met.

(c) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS BEFORE
AGREEMENTS ENTERED INTO.—

(1) CONSULTATION.—Before entering into
any trade agreement under section 3(b), the
President shall consult with—

(A) the Committee on Ways and Means of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate;

(B) each other committee of the House and
the Senate, and each joint committee of the
Congress, which has jurisdiction over legisla-
tion involving subject matters which would
be affected by the trade agreement; and

(C) the Congressional Oversight Group con-
vened under section 7.

(2) SCOPE.—The consultation described in
paragraph (1) shall include consultation with
respect to—

(A) the nature of the agreement;

(B) how and to what extent the agreement
will achieve the applicable purposes, poli-
cies, priorities, and objectives of this Act;
and

(C) the implementation of the agreement
under section 5, including the general effect
of the agreement on existing laws.

(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS.—The re-
port required under section 135(e)(1) of the
Trade Act of 1974 regarding any trade agree-
ment entered into under section 3(a) or (b) of
this Act shall be provided to the President,
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the Congress, and the United States Trade
Representative not later than 30 days after
the date on which the President notifies the
Congress under section 3(a)(1) or 5(a)(1)(A) of
the President’s intention to enter into the
agreement.

(e) ITC ASSESSMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President, at least 90
calendar days before the day on which the
President enters into a trade 